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The lassachusetts Correctionzl Institution at Norfolk is a
medium security, male instituvtion which-was.officlally opéned in
1931. In its physicael environment, it is more suggestive of a
collepge campus than of ﬁhe traditional stersotype of a prison.
The men live in dormitories which are built on the perimeter of
a2 large, open quadrangle. The original goal of this type of
architecture was to create, as miuch as possible, an atmosphere

1
of community life.”

The.Department of Correction is selective in chocsing the
inmebe population of MCI-Norfolk. Men are not cammitted there
directly from the courts, bubt are transferred after é careful
screening process. Therefors, the population tends to include
the most hopeful inmates in terms of rehabilitatiohg a5 well as
the best behaved inmates in terms of institutional adjustment,
that are committed to the supervisioﬁ of the Department of
Correction. Tt need hardly be pointed out that one of the above
characteristics does not necessarily imply the other. In 196l

: 2
the average daily populaticn of MCI-Norfolk was 80l.

lFor an interesting history of the early development of MC0I-
Norfolk, see Commons, W., Yahkub, and FPowers; E., 4 Report on the

Tevelorment of Fenological Treatment at Norfolk Priscn Colony in
Vassachusetts, bureau of Social Hygiens, Inc: New York, 1950

Statistical Report of the Commissioner of Correction for the
Year Ending Lecemoer 3L, 190!, The Gommonweslth of Mass., Dept. of
Correction, p. 14




Tt seems clear that every jrmate who is released from M.C.l.=
Norfolkweor from any correctionai institution, for that matterw~~does nob
have the same likelihood of hecoming a recidivist. OSome inmates sérve
thelir time.and are neveyr again returned to a correctional institution.

Others are returned over and over agadine~iruly “hard core! recidivists.
Therefore, in terms of research interssts, policy considerstions, and

parcle decisions, it would seem quite wortiwhile if categories of individuals
along a successw-failure conbinuum could be established. Such categories
would indicate what type of inmate would be most likely--and what type

would be least likely--to become a recidivist. Further, gsevergl intermediate
categories would be provided, which would be associated with varying
gradations of probable recidivism or non-recidivism. The derivation of

such categories--called base expectancy categoriese—for a sample of MeColew
Norfolk immates is the goal of this report.

The derivation of base expectancy categoriés has been carried out
for samples.of inmates in other Mass. Correciional Institutions. Metzner
and Weil have established such categories for a sample of ipmates released
fron M.C.T.~Concord.” DeVault snd Haughey conducted an initial end a
validation study geared to derive the base expectancy categories for paroless
from M‘,C‘-.,I.,-===F:r.'arningham.,L‘l Iikewise, the present writer carried out an initial
and 2 validation investigation which focused on the derivation of base

&
expectancy categories for drunkenness offenders ab MOC.I.nFramingham.p

3Ralph Metzner and Gunther Weil, “Predicting Recidivism: Base-Rates for
Massachusetts Correctionzl Institution Concord," Journal of Criminal
Law, Criminoclogy, @nd Police Science (Sepb., 1963) pp. 30710

hBarbara DsVault and David Haughey, "Base Expectancy Categories for
Predicting Parole Failure,® Dept. of Correction: mimeographed (June 28,1565)

Francis J. Carney, "Base FExpectancy Cabegories for Predicting Recidivism
of Famale Drunkenness Offenderss Combined Data,® Division of legal .
Medicines mimeographed (August 30, 1965) :
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Since drunkenness: offenders are not paroleds-l.e. they‘have no formal
supervision following release--and since they were considered to be a

special category of offenders, it was felt fhat the latter study would
provide importent complementary data to the DeVault and Haughey study.

At any rate, the important poirnt here is that the present report should

add to a growing body of data relative to recidivism in various Massachusetts
Correcticnal Tmstitutions. (It should also be noted that a study aimed av
deriving the base expectancy rates for M.C.L.,~ Walpole 18 plaﬁned for a

subsequent report. )

Uses of Base Expectancy Cstegories. Before presenting the findings
of the Norfolk studjs it was felt that it would be useful to consider
briefly some of the major uses of base expectancy categories. These categories
may be wiilized as an aid in decision makinge-gspecially with respsct to
parole decisions. Also, they provide the necessary base information for
empirically eveluating the impact ofrtreatmeni programs or, nore generally,
of any policy innovation. Further, they can give an indication as to what
type of individusl is most 1ikelj (as well as what type is least likely)
to benefit from varicus treatment programs. The relevance of base expectancy
categories to parcle decisions will be discussed first,

It would seem that the base'exﬁectancy categories wouwid have an
important role tq play in the context of parole decistons--especially since
the majoritj cf inmstes are released on parole from M.C.T.~Norfolk.

{Tn the present sample, 76% of the immates were released on parcle.) However,
the exact nabure of the role to be played by the base expectancy categories
in parols dec’sions should be specified here. Tt should be stressed that
these cetogocies are meant to serve as a helpful supplement in this decision
making context.  They constitute only one aspect of the overall decision

making process, and should not be construed as a substitute for the other
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important factors involved in this process=——e.ge the insight which parole
board members have scquired with experience, the particular civeumstances
surrounding each individual case, etc. In comnection with this point,
Shelden Glusck has writtens
Tt needs to be emphasized because it is tco often.
overivoked by eritics, that the creators of prediction.
devices do nobt urge that such tables be applied in any
mechanical routine fashiong they are adjuncts to both

the individual case historyg and individual experience
of the paroie board member.

L key advantage of the use of base expectancy Qatagories in the:
area of parole decisions is that they introduce an cbjective factor into
what is, in general, a subjective decision making processe. Often parole.
decisions tend to be based on Uéommon gense® or on the hunches of board
members or other administrative perscunel. These categories, on the other
hand, provide empirical data which may be nsefsl in terms of incorporating

{m; | a certain degree of objecfivity into the context of parcle decisions.

Inother feéture of base expectancy categories with regard to
.parole decisions is that they may spotlight some salient factors which parole
board mewbers might otherwise overlook. It may happen that some factors
might Become wnduly overemphasized or underemphasized. The base expectancy
cabegories point.cut.those variables which are most powerful in terms of
discriminaﬁing.between probable recidivists and non~recidivists. Finally,
these categories may serve as a guide'to the intensiveness of supervision
on parole, For example, those with a low probability of recidivism will
generally not require as intensive supervision as those with a high
probability of recidivism.

The above discussion suggests some possible sdvantages of the

use of base expechancy categories in parole cecisions. - Attention will now

~

be directed to the aforementioned use of these categories relative to the

6Quoted by Vicoor H. Bvjen, “Current Thinking on Parole Prediction Tables "
Crime and Delincuency, Vol 8, (July, 1962) p. 217
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evaluation of trea%menﬁ programs or policy changes. As an illustration of

{“ the importance of the base expectancy categories in this area, the writer
will cite how useful he found them to be in the evalustion of the impact
of the group therapy program for drunkenness offenders ab RLﬂalqmFramingham@F
The initisl evidence in this imnvestigetion showed that the recidivism rate
of group members was significantly lower than that of non-members. However,
a check of the base expectancy categories indicated that these subj@gts N
‘who were most likely to be none-recidivists were the ones who tended to
participate in the group therapy program in the first place. Thus, 1t was
not clear whether the lower recidivism rate sf group members was due to the
impact of the treatment program or to the process of self selection. IPut,
since the base expectancy categories spotlighted which were the most poweriul
variables in terms of discriminating between recidivists and nop-recidivisis,

1t was possible to readily determine which variables should be.controlled in

=

comparing members with non-members. Therefore, by matching group members.
with nonemembers on these highly predictive variabiessra,more neaningful
picture of the impact of grovp therapy emerged. Further, this procedure.
enabled the researcher to indicate what type of individﬁal would be most
likely to be helped by group therapy and what type would be likely to da
justlas-well (or just as poorly) without it. Also, by deriving the base

- expectancy categories for the group members aione,.the description.of the
type of individuslmost likely (and least 1ikely) to benefit from participation
in the. grcup thereapy program was further clarified. An overall result of
this enterprise was that a target group was provided, so that if -group therapy

- leaders were to become more selective in choosing members, they would have a

good idea of what type of individual would be most appropriate for selection.

Francis J. Carney, %An Evaluation of the Group Therapy FProgram for Alechelies?
Division of legal Medicines: mimeographed (September 10, 1965
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The Sample. The sample consisted of all inmaies who were released
from M.C. I.=Norfolk between Jan. 1, 1960 and Decemﬁer 31, 1960. There were 374
subjecfs released during this pericd. Of these, nine subjects were known

to have died during the four year follew-up periodn Right of the déceased
were droonped from bthe sample. The ninth was inciuded as a failure since

he was shot in a holdup attempt. Thus, the tobal number of subjects in the
study was 363.

Of the total 363 subjects, 1hl (38.8%) were committed for of fenses
against person, 121 (33.3%) for offenses against property 56 (15.L4%) for
fechnical parole violations, and U5 (12.4%9) for combinations of of fenses
or other offenses. Table I presents a more detalled breakdown.of the offenses
for which the individuals in the sample were committed. This table also
gives a preview of the fiadings of the study inssmich as'the recidiviem rates

for each typs of offense are included.

Table I-
Type of Offense for which Conmibted to M.C, T ~orfolk
Recidivism
Type of Offense N . ¢4 of Sample Rate
Offense against person 92 P 3% 530 3%
Sex against mincr Ll ' 11.3% 06.8%
Sex against major 8 2.2% 37.5%
Offense against property ol - 25.9% 66 0%
Forgery 17 7% h1.2%
Anto Theft 10 2.8% 70.0%
Technical Parcle violation 54 15.h4% 58.9%
Cther of fenses 6 1.7% 16.7%
Combination of of fenses 39 10.7% bl 1%
Total 363 100.0% 5he 5%

The mean age for the sample at the time of the present commitment
was 30 years, with a range extending from 13 to 65 years of age. In terms of
race, there were 299 (82,42} whites and 6l (17.6%) non-whites. The mean
1eng£h of the present cormitment was 2 years, 2 months, and 5 days,. For a

. {pp 1.8~21)
more detailed deseription of the sample, see Tables V, I-Lliy ‘Rthouph these

tables are primarily deslgned to show the significance of each variable in
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ferms of the pcwer ud disériminaté between recidivists and nenerecidivists,
they zlso. provide descriptive data on the sample for each factp: that was
analtyred.

Teta Collection. Data for this Teport were collected by members

of the socizl service staff at M, 0. Te=Norfolk under the direction of Mr. Hay

Brennane. The variables anslyzed in this study were the seme as those used

ot

n the Mebzner and Weil study a% }.C.I.~Concord. These inciunded: age at

t

present commitment, age at first arrest, munber of prior arrests, prior penal
commitments, type of present offense, length of preéent commitments
institutional conduct, home contacts during commitment, race, behavioral
disorders, military record, type of release {(i.e. paroled V8. discharged),
type of home to which released, and commnity to which released. Tt is
nobeworthy that these varisbles include information about the subject prior
to his present commitment (e.ge military record, previous arrests and penal
commitments ), during his present commitment (e.g. institutional conduct, |
home contacts ), and after his release (e.g. type of release, type of home and

cowmmity to which relessed. )

Follow-up Period and the Criterion of Suceess. The follew-up peried

in this stu&y was four years. Any subject who was committed to a Mass.
Gorfectional_Institution ér s House of Correction during this period was
.considered a recidivisfa Those who were arrested and held in jail for an
overnight lockup were not defined as peeidivists in this study.® The
fgllcwiﬁg table {Table II) gives an indicatlion of the time witlhin which

the 198 recidivists were re-committed.

o

“¥ore specifically, only those who were returned to a state or county
institution for 1 menth or more were considered as recidivists
in this study.
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Table IT

Time Within Which Recidivists Were RenCommitted

Léngth'cf Time % of Z Who Were

Before Reecomnitment N Recidivists Cunmiative 3 Parole Viclabors

I’Iithin 1 rﬁOl’l"Gh 17 806% 8:16% ?Oaé%

15 mos. 52 2637 3k 9% T1.2%

6 mogSe =» 1 :yTo . h? 231’-7% 5806% 51{-1%

12 yrs. Ko 20, 2% - 78.8% 35.0%

2l yrs. L2 21.2% 100.0% 31.0%
Total 198 100.0% - 50.5%

Toble IT indicates that almost & eut of 10 subjects who will become
recidivists within four years do so within one year of their release. The
majority of these recidivists (62.9%) were parole violators. The table also
shows that Just about half of all the recidivists (50.52) were returned to

the correctional institution as parcle viclators.

It should be noted that, as a yardstick for measuring success or
failure upon release from a correctional institution, the recidivism rate
tends to be rather problematic. For example, an individual must bé caught,
in some criminal behavior or parole violation before he is counted as a
recidivist. Also, the term recidivism encompasses a wide range of behavior
in terms of the degree of sericusness that is involved. An.ex»inmate may be
returned to prison for a petty, technical parcle infraction or for the
commission of a majof felony. Despite these limitations, the recidivism
rate tends to be the most objective and clearw-cut criteriom for distinguishing
between so-called "successes! and "failures.® Therefore, recidivism was used
.in the present analysis as the basis for the derivation of the base expectancy
categories. In order %6 keep this point in mind, the terms, recidivistes and

non-recidivists, will be used instead of ithe less appropriate terms,

svecesses and failures, in the analysis that follows.
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Statistical Analysis. The primary statistical tool used in this

report is called successive dichcﬁomization. According to ‘bhis technique,
the sample is divided into two subgroups for each variable that is.included
in the analysis~-s.ge. for the factor, age at present commitment, the sub=
gfoups might be those 29 and younger VsSe those 30 and older. Then, a
recidivisn rate Ls derived for the two subgroups of each varizble. The
variable whose subgroups discrimincte best between reeidivists and non-
recidivists is selected, and the procedure is conﬁinuedkwith the subgroups
mtil the N's become too small to produce meaningful results. In order to
deterwiine the variable whose subgroups were most discriminating on each
breakdown, a chi-sguare was computeds Thet variable whose subgroups resulted
in the most significant chi-squere was selected on each breskdown.

+ should be noted that by the use of this statistical technigue,
only the most discriminating wariable is selected on each breakdown. There-
fore, it is possible~-especlally on the fipst breakdown--to overlcok a
variable or varisbles which, although noﬁ the most discriminatings right be
guite significant. To avoid this pitfall, chi-squares yill be presented
for . each variable on the first break&own of the sample into the various sube

groups. Thus, the relative power of each variable to discriminate between

recidivists and non=recidivists will be spotlighted.

Results
The recidiviem rate for the entire sample was SlL.5%. Table ITT
(ﬁ.lé } presents the data which have been analyzed by the techuique of
succéésive dichobomization. Eight categories with peturn rates ranging from
0.0% to 79:.4% ﬁefe derived from the following predictive variables: (1) age
ab present'commitment, (2) prior penal commitments, (3) type of offense; and

(L) age at first arrest or length of present commitment.. These eight base

expechancy categories are given in Table IV (p. 17 Je
¥
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on Tabls V, 1-il, the chi-squares are presented for the Prst

breakdcme. Note that seven of the fourteen varizbles analyzed discriminated

=

a stabistically significant level.

befweeﬁ recidivists and non-recidivists é
Thase fagtors are, in crder of thelr significance: {1) age at present
commitment, (2) prior penal commitments, (3) age at first arvest, (1) murber
of prior srrests, (5) institutional conduct, (6) type of offense, and (7)
behevior disorders (e.g. alccholism, drug addiction).

These data indicabe that age abt present conritment was a very
significant variable., For example , Teble IIT shows that age was the most

powerful variable in terms of diseriminating befieen recidivists snd non-

recidivists on the first breskdown, and again on the third breskdewn for

those 30 years old and older. Since this Factor tendsd to be 80 salient,
some further statisticsl analyses were carried cut on it.
Psble VI shaws that the mean age of recidivists (26.9) vas

tgnificantly lower then that of nonwrecidivists (33.6). Such a difference

=N

s so striking that the probability of iv cccurring by chance is less than
one in a thousande-i.e. p <. -C0L.
Table VI

Comparison of Recidivists and Non-recidivists in Terms of Age

' Recidivists Nonwracidivists ggggl
Mean 25.9 : 33,6 30.0
Mzdian 25 31 28
Mode 19 20 20 -
Range 37 {16=53) 52 (1365 ) 52 (13.65)
Standard Deviation 7.94 12,0k 10,24

t = 6.38, df= 361, p << 2001
Teble VII (ﬁezz ) gives a more detailed comparison of recidivists
and non—recidivists in terms of age. 1In this table the proportion of
recidiviété and non-recidivists in several age categories are comﬁared.
Seme interesting findings emerged irom the development of this table.

Tor example, it was discovered¢ that slightly over half of the recidivists
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{51.0%) were twenty-five or younger ai the time of their present commliment,
while only about one-~third of the nm-recidivists {(33.04) fell into this
age range. Also, it was found that about one ocut of five ﬁonmreciﬁivists S
(20.7%) were forty-five or older, while only one out of fifty of the .
recidivisté (2.0%) were in this calbegory.

In terms of type of offense it was found that sex offenders (against
minors) had the lowest recidivism rate (26,8%). The highest recldivism rate

was discovered to be ssscciated with property offenders (including auto theft,

but not forgery.) The return rate of this group was 66.3%.

Another varisble of interest here is the length of the present
commitment. As was pointed out earlier, the average 1ength'of comnitment
for the overall sample was 2 years, 2 months, and 5 days. The average stay
in prison foﬁ the recidivists was only 1 year, 10 months, and 25 days, while
that of the non-recidivists was 2 years, 6 months, and S.days, Thus, on the
average, the recidivists were incarcerated for seven and one-third months
Jess than the non-recidivists.

This finding has some important implications in terms of Donsgld
Clemmer's concept of Mprisonization%e-i.e. the process by which the inmate
learns the prison cultureas One aspect of this notien is that the longer
an inmate is kept in prison, the greater will his om criminality be-
reinforced and deepened becavse of a more prolonged interaction with other
inmates and exposure to criminal values. Therefore, it would follow that
the longer an individual is kepﬁ in prison, the more likely is he to become
g recidivist. But, the data of this study indicate that the opposite is

actually the case. What seems tobe called for, then, is a more qualitatbive

abonald Clemmer,.The Prison Community, Bostone The Christopher Publishing

House, 1940.




anzlysis of the behavior patterns of the recidivists vs. the non-recidivists
during their stay in the correctional institution, rather than merely

counting the days they have spent in Prison.

Discussica

Some of the vesults have been discussed briéfly ahove. 'An attempb
will be made, here, to suggest some general interpretations of the findings.
For exampleg_inspection of Table IV indicates that there is a substantial
gap between categories four and five, In facl, this gap is so considerablé
that it tends to dichofomize the sample into two general'categories; a
®good risk? cabegory and a “poor risk" category. The overall recidivisnm
‘pate for the 116 subjects in categories 1.l was 26.7%, while that of the
o7 subjects in categories 58 was 67.6%. It is rather striking that the
entire sample could be divided into two general categories with such

———divergent recidivism rates. It would be interesting to discuss the possible
generalizations that might emerge from such a finding.

The moest crucial variables-in terms of predicting recidivism or
non-recidivism were found to be the combination.of ége_at present commitment
and prior penal record. Table VIII gives the recidiviem rates for the
combination of these two factors. |

Table VILT

Reeidivism Rates with Age and Prior Commitments Controlled

29 and 30 and
Younger Onder_
No prior commitments _ 53.5% 17.0%
Seme prior commitments 71.0% 51.8%

T+ is clear that those subjects who are relatively old and who
have had no previous commitments are guite likely'to be nan-recidivisis.
Further, Tab]e IlI indicates that the older they are, the less likely ave

they o béeame rocidivists. (In the present sample, nons of the 22 subJects




who ware hi or older and had no previons commilbments ﬁere feciﬁivists)a n
i ; the other hand, those'who are relatively young and who have been previously

coﬁmitted to s state or county correctional institution are'likely to be

rocidivists. Finally, the data in Table VIIT shows +that those who are older

snd have had previous commitments, as well as those who, are younger and

have had no previous commibments; have rvecidivism rates very close to That

of the overall sample.. |

How are these findings to be interpreted? (ne possible interpretation

may be that the older group which has had no previous commibments has really

internalized conventional, rather than.criminal, norms and values. The fact

that they have reached abt least their 30fs without "serving Time® may

support this conbention. Therefore, one would conclude that they would nobt

be likely candidates for recidivism. Cn the other hand, that younger group

wiieh has had previous commitments might be considered to have internslized

eriminalistic, rather than conventional, norms and values. The fact that
they have not yet veached their 30%s and have alfeady ngerved time! previcusly
might be considered evidence in support of this hypothesis. Therefore, it
would follow that this group would be likely to have 2 high recidivism rate.

Anether possible interpretatlon of this finding might be that ﬁhose
who were older and had no previocus cormitments might simply have been
Memarter® in terms of avolding arrest and/or conviction than the younger
group who had previous commitments.

These data lend themselves to at least one other interpretatione-
one which follows from an orientation that is currently gaining considerable
support in.the sociclogical literature on crime and deviance. 'This frame éf

reference focuses on the t1abeling processt as & cyrucial factor in the

development of a eriminal career-~i.e. 1f a person is defined or labeled as

s eriminal early in his life; and this definition is frequenily-reinforced




bf some kind of special treatment, then he is likely to become a criminal.
The familiar notion of the self-fulfilling prophecy is relevant here. Also,
a key factor in this orientation is the self concept,. The general ides is
that when an individval defines himself in terms of the lsbel of ﬁcrimina}"
which others have imposed upon him, he bases his behavior on this self
definition or self concept and, thué, is likely to engage in criminal Eehavior.'
This brief statement obvicusly does not do Justice to this orientation which
tends to have a good empirical, as well as theoreticel, base.

The question is at this point whether or net this general orientation
can explain the findings of the present study. For the younger group who
have had previous commitments (categories 5 and 8 in Table IV) it is probaﬁle
that they had undergone the “status degradation ceremony" involved in the
criminal trial and conviction esrly in their lives. They must have been
introduced relatively early to the stlgma and differential‘treaﬁmenﬁ that
are part of tﬁe label of criminzl. Thus, it is likely that they have
incqrporated the definition of themselves as criminals and have based their
behavior accordingly. They would, therefore, be likely to became recidivists.

As for the younger group who had no previous commitments, it is
noteworthy that one of the two discriminating variables on the third breakdowm
was age at first arrest (categories 2 and 6 of Table IV). Those in this

group whose first arrest was not until they had reached their twenties had

- a relatively low recidivism rate (26.3%). Their counterparts whose

first arrest came while they were teenagers.or younger had a relatively

high recidivism rate (63.5%). Therefore, it is likely that the "labeling

9For a good statement of the theoretical implications of this orientation, see
Howard S. Becker, Outsiders: Studies in the sociology of Deviance,
Glencoe: The Free rress, 1963. Also, for further theoretital asteils,
as well as a nurber of empirical studies dene within this Fframe of
reference, see H. S. Becker, ed., The Other Side: FPerspectives on
Deviance, Glencoe: The Free Press, 1964. - '
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process" began earlier in their lives for the labber group so that they would

" have been more likely to have already accepbed the self concept of a eriminzl.

This general interpretation slso seems Lo £it that segment of the
semple which was 30 or older at the present commitment. The data indicate that
the older they are at the vime of thelr first commitment, vhe less likely are
they tq become recidivists (categories 1 and 3}, In terms of the interpretation
being sugpested here; it woulé_be hypothesizéd that the later in life that ths
"labélihg.process"«—with its concomitant assaulit on the selfl concéptwwis
initiated, the less is its impact with respect to influencing recidivismn.
Categories 1 and 3 Iénd support to this interpretation. Also, categories
} and 7 suggest iﬁ, although in a very indirect fashione.

Trn conclusion it should be stressed that the above interpretaticn
was not presented as the most logical nor the best one possible. The attempt
to apply a theoretical framework to a set of data in an ex peost factc manner,
as was dene here, is never a completely sound enterprise methodologicallyo
Ih fact, almost any peasonable interpretation would not be invali& when-ap_lied
in this ex post facto fashion. The above'inﬁerpretaticn was suggested In this
report because it is based on a theoretical frame of reference which tends %o te
coming to the fore in the current soéiological 1iterature on crime and deviance.

| Summary
- The base expectancy cétegories for a sample of 363 M.C. Te=Norfoll
irmates have been presented. In the course of the report some possible uses of

the categories were mentioned. Also, some of the generalizations which tended

- 4o emerge from the derivation_of”the base expectancy categories were suggested.

As a fingl point, it should be emphasized that these categories should be

checked periodically because a change in the inmate population or a policy

innovation of some kind might alter the significance of the variables included

. in the base expectancy categories.




BREAKDOWES FOR DERIVATION OF BASE FXFECTANCY CATEGORIES FCR OF
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N=6h 6lial%
return of age .
)5 . _
29 or younger {No previous He of lst arrest at 20
return ' . ' or older N
Corr. or O ' N=19 ROWID i t-
nres, CoMM. 1 VTa,
MO8, - Or. MOr&s

ist arrest at 19
or younger

N=T1
@*3 OR N=52 63055
55 57 pres. Cofile LESS
re%urn than 1 yres 8 mose%*
Previous Ho of Corre! (offensé vs., person L
or parole viclators N=63 6155 {5~
or MCI commitment(s) :
Nﬁlgl
b o Other offenses N=68 79.1% ﬁ—
7106 (primarily vs. property)
return

£

#ihen age at first arrest conflictd with length of present commitment,
the former varisble should be used in ranking subjects since it is,
in general, a more signigicant factor. -
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TABLE IV

BASE EXPRCTANCY CATEGORTES

DESCRIPTTON
L1l or older at present commitment;
no previous House of Corr, or MCI
commlthents .

2% or younger ab pres, COie}

no vrevious HeC., or MCI commSes
first arrest at 20 or older, OR
Pres, comm, 1 yr., O mos,, or more#*

30-40 yrs, old at pres, comm,j no
previcus H,C. or MCL comas,

39 or clder at pras. comm,;
previous H C. or MCI comms.

29 or younger abt pres, COmMM.§

previous H.C, or MCI commsS,;
offense vs, person or parole
violator,

29 or younger at pres, CcoMm.}
no previous H,C, or MCI comms.

first arrest at 19 or younger,

OR pres. comm, 1ess than 1 yre,
MmOS %

30-38 yrs. old at pres. comm,;

preve HoCo or MCI conms,

29 or younger al pres, CommMgj
prev. HoCo or MCI comms.; offeunse.
other than vs. person or parole
violation (primarily offense vs,
property).

Totals

s

2 ok e 1 e o o e

Combination of categories 1l
{"Good Risk" category)

Combination of categories 5-8
("Poor Risk" category)

o e

N % IN SAMPLE % OF_REEEEE
22 Colf 0.4
. 19 562% 2603%
25 66% 32&%
50 13.68% 36.0%
63 17 .1% 61.,9%
52 1h.3% 63.5%
6l 17 .6% 6l 1%
68 18.7% . ho %
363 100, 0% 5l 5%
116 32. 0% 26.7%
2L7 68.0% 67 .60

T s O O e g O A KT 0 5 SR Y

% When age ab first arrest conflicts with length of . prescnt commitment,

the former should be used in ranking subjects.
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CHI-SQUARES FOR PFIRST BREAKDOE&
Table % ¥*

Ape at Present Commitment

29 and under 39 and older Total

=202 REAToA IR N“333
Won-Recidivists 71 (35.1) 9k (58.L) 165 (L5.5)
Recidivists 131 (64.9) 67 (41..6) 198 (5L4.5)

X2 = 19,51, df =1, p < -00L

Teble 2
Prior Penal Commltments
No Preve HoCa Prev, Ho.C, or
or MCI Comms, MCI Comm, (s) Total
N=118 N=Z05 =363
Non-Recidivists 72 (61.0) | 93 (38,0) 165 (U5.5)
| Recidivists L6 (39.0) . 152 (62,0) 198 (5h.5)
X% = 17.08, df =1, p .= ,OCL |
Table 3 '
Age at First Arrest
19 or younger 20 or older Total
- H=2Lh N=119 N=363
Non-Recidivists 93 {38.1) 72 (60,5) 165 (45.5)
Recidivists - | 151 (61.9) T (39.5) 198 (5L.5)
X2 = 16,17, df =1, p<< ,00L
Table kL
Number of Prior Arrests
5 or fewer | & or more Total
Non-Recidiviats 73 (57.5) 92 (39.0) 165 (45.5)
Recidivists Sh (hég5) 1kl (61.0) .198 (5.5}

X2 = 11,39, df =1, p LOOL

#These ‘tables are numbered in their order of statistical significance in terms of
diseriminating between recidivists and nonerecidivishs.
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Tsble 5
Tastitutional Conduct
No Good Time Some Good Time
Withheld Withheld Total
=300 =63 =363
Non-Recidiviste 147 (h9.0) 18 (28.6) 365 (55.5)
Recidivists 153 (51.0) he (TLab) 198 (5he5)
%2 = 8,76, 4f =1, P < 005
Table 6
Type of Offense
Against Person - Against Property Other Tobtal
(6,71, 2 on code) (3, 7, 8 on code) (I, 5, 6 cn cods)
Nellld N=121 =101 W=363
Non-Recidivists 78 (55,3) 45 (37.2) L2 (L1.6) 165 (L5.5}
Recidivists 63 (Lli.7) 76 {62.8) 59 (58.4) 198 (5L.5}
%% = 9,15, df =2, p . 02
best risk: sex offendsrs (againsi minors) : 26,8% return
worst risk: offenders vs., property (including suto theft, bub
: not forgery) 66.3% return
Table 7
Behavior Digorders
None ' Alcoholism, Drug Tota%
Addiction, €tce
N=230 N=133 _ N=363
Non-Recidivists 11k (49.6) 51 (38.3) 165 (45.5)
Recidivists o116 (50.h) - 82 (6L.7) 198 (5La5)

%2 = 1,28, df =1, D < o05
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Table 8

Non-Recldivists

Recidivisis

Table 9

Non-Recidivists

Becidivists

?abla 10

Hon~Recidivists

Recidivists

Table 11

Non~Recldivists

Recidivists

White Hen=White
=299 TE=SL
10 (L7.2) 2l (37.5)
L0 (62.5)

158 (52.8)

X2 = 1,98, df =1y o10 < p < +20

Length of Present Commitment

1 yr.s 9 mosa,
20 days or more

1 yr.s @ MOSay
19 days or less

=203 N=i65
88 (1i2.3) 77 (49.7)
120 (57,2) 78 (50,3)

X2 = 3.95, df =1, ,10&l p < o20

Home Contacts

Regular or Freguently

Total
=303

168 (L5.5)
198 (Sh.5)

Total
=363

165 (L5.5)
198 (5Lo5)

None or Occasional Total -

W=L6, §=199 7=363
8L (L9ok) Bl (h2.2) 165 (15.5)
83 (50.6) 115 (57.8) 198 (5h.a5)
Y2 = 1,87, dF =1, J20< p & .20
Type of Home to which Paroled
With Family Alone or
“or relatives with frisnde Total
N=263 — 31=100 N=363
110 (L3.3) 51 (51.0) 165 (L5.5)
149 (56.7) hs (49.0) 198 (5h.%)

X2 = 1,71, df =1, 10« p < +20




Table 12

Military Record
. Honorable ) Dishonorable, Undesirable Mo Military
Discharge or Medical Discharge Service Toval
W=103 NeGZ N=198 =363
Non-Recidivists 51 (49.5) 23 (37.1) 91 (6.0} 165 (LS.5)
Recidivists 52 {50,5) 3% (62,9) 107 (8L,0) 158 (5hse5)
X2 = 2,06, af = 2, 30 p <L 50
Table 13
Community to which Paroled
10,000 or fewer More than 10,000 Total
N=50 N=313 =363
Non~Recidivists 25 {50,0) 140 (Lh.7) 165 (L5.5)
Recidivists 25 (50,0) 173 (5563) 198 {(54,.5)

X% = 183, df =1, o30< p << .50

Tvpe of Release

Parolsd Discharged ' : Total

=276 =87 =363
Non-Recidivists 123 (hk6) L2 (u803)' - _ 165 (45.5)
Recidivists 153 (55.h) LS (51.7) 198 (5k4a5)

X2 = 367, Aaf =1, .50« p~ o70
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| COHMPARISCH OF THE PROPORTION OF RECIDIVISTS AND NON-RECIDIVISTS IN SEVERAL AGE CATEGORILS
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